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FOREWORD

As the Obama administration took office, Russo-American
relations were generally acknowledged to be at an impasse. Arms
control issues feature prominently in that conflicted agenda.
Indeed, as of September 2008, the Bush administration was
contemplating not just a break in arms talks but actual sanctions,
and allowed the bilateral civil nuclear treaty with Russia to die
in the Senate rather than go forward for confirmation. Russian
spokesmen make clear their belief that American concessions
on key elements of arms control issues like missile defenses in
Europe are a touchstone for the relationship and a condition of
any further progress towards genuine dialogue.

This impasse poses several risks beyond the obvious one of
a breakdown in U.S.-Russian relations and the easily foreseeable
bilateral consequences thereof. But those are by no means the only
reasons for concern regarding the arms control agenda. Since the
outbreak of the Russo-Georgian war in August 2008, both sides
have further hardened positions and raised tensions apart from
the war itself and Russia’s quite evident refusal to abide by its
own cease-fire terms. Nevertheless, and for better or worse, arms
control and its agenda will remain at the heart of the bilateral
Russo-American relationship for a long time. Arms control and
disarmamentissues are quintessentially political as well as military
issues that are among the most critical components of the bilateral
relationship and regional security in both Europe and Asia. For
these reasons, neither the political nor the military aspect can be
divorced from the other. And for these same reasons, we cannot
refuse to participate in the bilateral effort to resolve those issues.

The Strategic Studies Institute is pleased to offer this
monograph as part of the ongoing debate on Russo-American
relations.

DOUli ?AS C. LOVELAé, JR.

Director
Strategic Studies Institute






SUMMARY

Even before the Russian invasion of Georgia in
August 2008, U.S.-Russian relations were reaching
an impasse. Matters have only grown worse since
then as Washington has stopped all bilateral military
cooperation with Moscow, and it is difficult to imagine
either Washington or the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) entering into arms control talks
with Russia before the end of the George W. Bush
administration. Indeed, as of September 2008, the
administration is contemplating notjusta break inarms
talks but actual sanctions, and has allowed the bilateral
civilnuclear treaty with Russia to die in the Senaterather
than go forward for confirmation. U.S. Ambassador
to Russia John Beyerle recently admitted that this is
not a propitious time for bilateral nuclear cooperation
and explicitly tied its resumption to Russian policy in
Georgia. Similarly, Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN) and
former Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA), who authored the
Comprehensive Threat Reduction Program (CTR) to
ensure the removal of unsafe nuclear materials and
weapons from Russian arsenals, have expressed their
concern that continuation of this vital program may
now be in danger due to the deterioration in Russo-
American relations. But those are by no means the only
reasons for concern regarding the arms control agenda.
Since August 8 when the war broke out, the following
developments on both sides have further hardened
positions and raised tensions apart from the war itself
and Russia’s quite evident refusal to abide by its own
cease-fire terms.

Poland has signed an agreement with the United
States to host up to 10 missile defense interceptors and,
as a public sign of its distrust of NATO guarantees,
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demanded and obtained a mutual security guarantee
and the stationing of Patriot air defense batteries from
the United States, whose troops will defend some of
those batteries through 2012. This triggered Russian
threats to attack Poland with nuclear missiles and to
“neutralize the American missile defenses by military
means.” Ukraine, undoubtedly due to Russian threats,
has also stated its readiness to work with the West on
missile defenses. Finally, Russia has announced its
intention to equip the Baltic Fleet with nuclear weapons,
and Swedish Foreign Minister Carl Bildt announced in
return that “ According to the information to which we
have access, there are already tactical nuclear weapons
in the Kaliningrad area. They are located both at and in
the vicinity of units belonging to the Russia fleet.”

For better or worse, arms control and its agenda
remain at the heart of the bilateral Russo-American
relationship and will remain there for a long time to
come. Thus arms control and disarmament issues
are quintessentially political as well as military
issues that are among the most critical components
of the bilateral relationship and regional security in
both Europe and Asia. For these reasons, neither the
political nor the military aspect can be divorced from
the other. Furthermore, for the Russian government,
the United States is its principal partner or interlocutor
precisely because of the importance Moscow attaches
to this agenda as having not just profound impact on
the bilateral U.S.-Russian relationship, but as a major
factor of global significance and import.

Accordingly, from Moscow’s standpoint, trends
in this bilateral relationship exercise a profound
and fundamental influence upon the entire world
order. Neither is this exclusively a Russian view. For
example, Stephen Cimbala, a long-time analyst of the
bilateral strategic relationship of U.S. and Russian
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military policies, writes that this relationship is one
of complex interaction that relates to the strategic
agenda of NATO and to the question not just of
nuclear force structures among the superpowers, but
also of global proliferation issues. This connection
between the major nuclear powers’ self-restraint and
even downsizing of their arsenals and the viability
and durability of the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT)
regime is clear and enshrined in both the NPT itself
and in formal documents between Russia and America.
For example, the Strategic Framework Declaration
on U.S.-Russian relations signed by both Presidents
Bush and Vladimir Putin on April 6, 2008, explicitly
states that both governments will work toward a post-
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) agreement
on limiting strategic arms that would enable “strategic
offensive arms reductions to the lowest possible level
consistent with our national security requirements
and alliance commitments.” It also further stated
that such an agreement would “be a further step in
implementing our commitments under Article VI of the
[Nonproliferation] Treaty.” Under present conditions
of hostility due to the crisis generated by the war in
Georgia, the converse is true. If strategic arms control
accords cannot be reached, the likelihood of increased
proliferation increases accordingly, and the 2010
Review conference of the NPT will be as big a fiasco, if
not worse, than was the 2005 session.

For these reasons, even if anyone is skeptical about
many of the claims made on behalf of arms control
and deterrence, certain hard facts and outcomes
remain indisputable. Certainly for Russia, America’s
willingness to engage it seriously over these issues
means that America respects it as a power and
potential interlocutor, if not a partner. On the other
hand, numerous and constant Russian complaints
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are that America will not respond to its proposals or
consult with it. Although these are likely false claims,
it has long been the case that the Bush administration’s
preference is to maximize its freedom of action by
claiming that Russia and the United States were no
longer enemies. Therefore we need not go back to the
Cold War, and each side can pursue its own agenda in
security.

The current discord on arms control reflects not
only Moscow’s wounded ego and foreign policy based
to a considerable degree on feelings of resentment
and revanche, but also America’s unwillingness to
take Russia as seriously as Moscow’s inflated sense of
grandiose self-esteem demands. If Russia and America
reach a strategic impasse, the global situation as a
whole deteriorates correspondingly.

Moreover, a constant factor in the relationship
irrespective of its political temperature at any time is
thatboth sides’ nuclear forcesremain frozenina posture
of mutual deterrence that implies a prior adversarial
relationship that could easily deteriorate further under
any and all circumstances. The problematic nature
of the bilateral relationship is not due to deterrence.
Rather, deterrence is a manifestation of a prior
underlying and fundamental political antagonism
in which Russia has settled upon deterrence as a
policy and strategy because that strategy expresses its
foundational presupposition of conflict with America
and NATO. Thus the fundamental basis of the rivalry
with Washington is political and stems from the nature
of the Russian political system, which cannot survive
in its present structure without that presupposition
of conflict and enemies and a revisionist demand for
equality with the United States so that it is tied down
by Russian concerns and interests. From Russia’s



standpoint, the only way it can have security vis-a-
vis the United States, given that presupposition of
conflict, is if America is shackled to a continuation
of the mutual hostage relationship, based on mutual
deterrence that characterized the Cold War, so that it
cannot act unilaterally. In this fashion, Russia gains a
measure of restraint or even of control over U.S. policy.
Thanks to such a mutual hostage relationship, Russian
leaders see all other states who wish to attack them, or
even to exploit internal crises like Chechnya, as being
deterred. Therefore nuclear weapons remain a critical
component in ensuring strategic stability and, as less
openly stated, in giving Russia room to act freely in
world affairs.

Indeed Moscow sees its nuclear arsenal as a kind
of all-purpose deterrent that has deterred the United
States and NATO from intervening in such conflicts
as the Chechen wars. Nevertheless, its military
and political leaders argue that threats to Russia
are multiplying. Certainly Russian officials see the
weaponization of space, the integration of space and
terrestrial capabilities, missile defenses, the Reliable
Replacement Weapons (RRW), and the U.S. global
strike strategy as apart of a systematic, comprehensive
strategy to threaten Russia. So in response Moscow
must threaten Europe.

The perpetuation of the Cold War’s mutual hostage
relationshipis, of course, exactly what the United States,
at least under the George W. Bush administration, has
striven mightily to leave behind. Russian analysts and
officials believe in deterrence and the accompanying
mutual hostage condition of both sides’ nuclear forces
as the only way to stop what they see as America’s
constant efforts to find ways in which nuclear weapons
can be used for warfighting or to be free to use military
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forceacross the globe withoutbeing deterred by anyone.
However, U.S. current weapon plans, the development
of missile defenses, reluctance to negotiate verification
protocols for a START treaty, NATO enlargement, and
weapons in space, all suggest to Russia that there is
“a growing gap between the military capabilities of
the two countries. This gap challenges the condition
of strategic parity that Russia still believes to be the
underlying principle of its relationship with the United
States. This enduring adversarial condition reflects
a mutual failure on the part of both Washington and
Moscow.
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RUSSIA AND ARMS CONTROL:
ARE THERE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE OBAMA
ADMINISTRATION?

INTRODUCTION

Even before the Russian invasion of Georgia in
August 2008, U.S.-Russian relations were reaching an
impasse. And matters have only grown worse since
then as Washington has stopped all bilateral military
cooperation with Moscow, and it is difficult to imagine
either Washington or the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) entering into arms control talks
with Russia before the end of the George W. Bush
administration. Indeed, the administration is, as of
September 2008, contemplating not just a break in arms
talks but actual sanctions, and has allowed the bilateral
civilnuclear treaty with Russia to die in the Senaterather
than go forward for confirmation.! U.S. Ambassador
to Russia John Beyerle recently admitted that this is
not a propitious time for bilateral nuclear cooperation
and explicitly tied its resumption to Russian policy in
Georgia.? Similarly, Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN) and
former Senator Sam Nunn (D-GA), who authored the
Comprehensive Threat Reduction Program (CTR) to
ensure the removal of unsafe nuclear materials and
weapons from Russian arsenals, have expressed their
concern that continuation of this vital program may
now be in danger due to the deterioration in Russo-
American relations.> More recently, as a result of the
U.S. presidential election and the inability of the United
States to respond effectively to the invasion of Georgia
and truncation of its integrity, arms control negotiations
have resumed. Indeed, Moscow has repeatedly made



clear its desire to negotiate with President Obama on
all the outstanding arms control issues.*

But despite the resumption of talks, there are still
many reasons for concern regarding the arms control
agenda. Since August 8 when the war broke out, the
following developments on both sides have further
hardened positions and raised tensions apart from the
war itself and Russia’s quite evident refusal to abide
by its own cease-fire terms.

Poland has signed an agreement with the United
States to host up to 10 missile defense interceptors and,
as a public sign of its distrust of NATO guarantees,
demanded and obtained a mutual security guarantee
and the stationing of Patriot air defense batteries from
the United States, whose troops will defend some of
those batteries through 2012. This, in turn, triggered
Russian threats to attack Poland with nuclear missiles
and to “neutralize the American missile defenses by
military means.” Ukraine, too, undoubtedly due to
Russian threats, has also stated its readiness to work
with the West on missile defenses.® Finally, Russia
has announced its intention to equip the Baltic Fleet
with nuclear weapons and Swedish Foreign Minister
Carl Bildt announced in return that, “ According to the
information to which we have access, there are already
tactical nuclear weapons in the Kaliningrad area. They
are located both at and in the vicinity of units belonging
to the Russia fleet.””

In other words, Bildt disclosed that Russia has long
beenviolatingthePresidential NuclearInitiativesagreed
to by Presidents George H. W. Bush and Boris Yeltsin
removing tactical nuclear weapons (or nonstrategic
nuclear weapons as Moscow calls them, TNW and
NSNW respectively) from on board their countries’
fleets in 1991-92. This public revelation of Russian



cheating would, under the best of circumstances, have
raised red flags in Washington and Europe regarding
future cooperation. Today it merely confirms the
gathering and overwhelming impression that arms
control deals with Russia are inherently dangerous and
futile because Moscow will not abide by them unless
there is a rigorous inspection and verification regime.
Furthermore, General Nikolai Makarov, Russia’s
Chief of the General Staff, has recently publicly stated
that Russia will retain its TNW as long as Europe is
“packed with armaments” as a guarantee of Russian
security and that priority funding will be directed
to Russia’s nuclear arsenal® Beyond that, Russia is
buying new nuclear missiles whose main attribute is
their ability to evade U.S. missile defenses and, as part
of its prioritization of its nuclear forces, will buy and
deliver to the forces over 70 strategic missiles, over 30
short-range Iskander missiles, and a large number of
booster rockets and aircraft.” Moscow will also spend
$35.3 billion on serial production of all weapons in
2009-11 (1 trillion rubles) and virtually double the
number of strategic missile launches to 13 for 2009.%
This procurement policy represents both a quantum
leap in Russian capabilities if it can be consummated
and also would constitute a major step in a new action-
reaction cycle of procurements based on the old Cold
War paradigm. The key question is whether the Russian
economy, which is now reeling under the shock of
what will almost certainly be a protracted and global
economic crisis, can sustain this level of procurement
without collapsing as did its Soviet predecessor.
This testifies to the possibility that recognition of the
strain upon the economy inherent in such ambitious
procurement goals, along with the desire to enter into
a serious negotiation with the Obama administration,



may be affecting policy considerations. Colonel-
General Nikolai Solovtsov, Commander in Chief of
Russia’s Strategic Missile Forces, also recently stated
that, “If Americans give up plans to deploy the third
positioning region (i.e., missile defenses in Poland and
the Czech Republic —author) and other elements of the
strategic missile defense system, then certainly we will
adequately respond to it.”"

Therefore, the current arms control agenda stands
poised between a continued hardening of both
sides” positions or else the possibility of substantive
negotiations. Likewise, for better or worse, arms control
and its agendaremain at the heart of the bilateral Russo-
American relationship and will remain there for a long
time to come. Thus arms control and disarmament
issues are quintessentially political as well as military
issues that are among the most critical components
of the bilateral relationship and regional security in
both Europe and Asia. For these reasons, neither the
political nor the military aspect can be divorced from
the other. Furthermore, for the Russian government,
the United States is its principal partner or interlocutor
precisely because of the importance Moscow attaches
to this agenda as having not just profound impact on
the bilateral U.S.-Russian relationship, but as a major
factor of global significance and import. As Russian
Chief of Staff General Yuri Baluyevsky wrote in 2006,
“It will not be an exaggeration to say that the relations
between Russia and the United States have actually
defined and are defining the situation in the world
over the course of nearly an entire century now.”'?

Accordingly, from Moscow’s standpoint, trends
in this bilateral relationship exercise a profound
and fundamental influence upon the entire world
order. Neither is this exclusively a Russian view. For



example, Stephen Cimbala, a long-time analyst of the
bilateral strategic relationship of U.S. and Russian
military policies, writes that this relationship is one
of complex interaction that relates to the strategic
agenda of NATO and to the question not just of
nuclear force structures among the superpowers, but
also of global proliferation issues.”” This connection
between the major nuclear powers’ self-restraint and
even downsizing of their arsenals and the viability
and durability of the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT)
regime is clear and enshrined in both the NPT itself
and in formal documents between Russia and America.
For example, the Strategic Framework Declaration
on U.S.-Russian relations signed by both Presidents
Bush and Vladimir Putin on April 6, 2008, explicitly
states that both governments will work toward a post-
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) agreement
on limiting strategic arms that would enable “strategic
offensive arms reductions to the lowest possible level
consistent with our national security requirements
and alliance commitments.” It also further stated
that such an agreement would “be a further step in
implementing our commitments under Article VI
of the [Nonproliferation] Treaty.”'* Under present
conditions of hostility due to the crisis generated by
the war in Georgia, the converse is true. If strategic
arms control accords cannot be reached, the likelihood
of increased proliferation increases accordingly, and
the 2010 Review conference of the Nonproliferation
Treaty (NPT) will be as big a fiasco, if not worse, than
was the 2005 session.

For these reasons, even if one, like this author, is
skeptical about many of the claims made on behalf of
arms control and deterrence, certain hard facts and
outcomes remain indisputable. Certainly for Russia,



America’s willingness to engage it seriously over these
issues means that America respects it as a power and
potential interlocutor, if not a partner. On the other
hand, numerous and constant Russian complaints are
that America will not respond to its proposals, consult
with it, etc. Although these are likely false claims, it
has long been the case that the Bush administration’s
preference is to maximize its freedom of action by
claiming that (at least until now) Russia and the United
States were no longer enemies. Therefore we need not
go back to the Cold War, and each side can pursue its
own agenda in security. Furthermore, as President
Bush has consistently argued since 2001,

I am committed to achieving a credible deterrent
with the lowest possible number of nuclear weapons
consistent with our national security needs, including
our obligations to our allies. My goal is to move quickly
to reduce nuclear forces. The United States will lead by
example to achieve our interests and the interests for
peace in the world."”®

The current discord on arms control reflects not
only Moscow’s wounded ego and foreign policy based
to a considerable degree on feelings of resentment
and revanche, but also America’s unwillingness to
take Russia as seriously as Moscow’s inflated sense of
grandiose self-esteem demands." But even if Moscow’s
constant need of reassurance is invariably affronted by
governments who refuse to accept its inflated demands
for compensation and status, it is still the case that the
bilateral strategic relationship is a factor of enormous
consequence in international affairs beyond their own
bilateral relationship. If Russia and America reach
a strategic impasse, the global situation as a whole
deteriorates correspondingly.



Moreover, a constant factor in the relationship
irrespective of its political temperature at any time is
thatboth sides’ nuclear forcesremain frozenina posture
of mutual deterrence that implies a prior adversarial
relationship that could easily deteriorate further under
any and all circumstances."” This point is critical. The
problematic nature of the bilateral relationship, just as
was the case during the Cold War —albeit less intensely
today —is not due to deterrence. Rather, deterrence is
a manifestation of a prior underlying and fundamental
political antagonism in which Russia has settled upon
deterrence as a policy and strategy because that strategy
expresses its foundational presupposition of conflict
with America and NATO." Thus the fundamental basis
of the rivalry with Washington is political and stems
from the nature of the Russian political system which
cannot survive in its present structure without that
presupposition of conflict, enemies, and a revisionist
demand for equality with the United States so that it
is tied down by Russian concerns and interests. From
Russia’s standpoint, the only way it can have security
vis-a-vis the United States, given that presupposition
of conflict, is if America is shackled to a continuation
of the mutual hostage relationship based on mutual
deterrence that characterized the Cold War, so that it
cannot act unilaterally. In this fashion, to the degree
that both sides are shackled to this mutual hostage
relationship, Russia gains a measure of restraint
or even of control over U.S. policy. For as Patrick
Morgan has observed, this kind of classic deterrence
“cuts through the complexities” of needing to have a
full understanding of or dialogue with the other side.
Instead, it enables a state, in this case Russia, to “simplify
by dictating, the opponent’s preferences.”" (Italics in the
original) Thanks to such a mutual hostage relationship,



Russian leaders see all other states who wish to attack
them or even to exploit internal crises like Chechnya
as being deterred. Therefore nuclear weapons remain
a critical component in ensuring strategic stability and,
as less openly stated, in giving Russia room to act freely
in world affairs.?

Indeed Moscow sees its nuclear arsenal as a kind of
all-purpose deterrent thathas deterred the United States
and NATO from intervening in such conflicts as the
Chechen wars. Nevertheless, its military and political
leaders, e.g.,, Colonel-General Nikolai Solovtsov,
Commander in Chief of the Strategic Missile (Rocket)
Forces, argue that threats to Russia are multiplying.
Thus Solovtsov recently argued that,

Some potential threats to the defense and security of the
Russian Federation, including large-scale ones, remain,
and in some sectors are intensifying. Moreover, the
possibility cannot be ruled out that major armed conflict
could arise near Russia’s borders, which will affect its
security interests, or that there could be a direct military
threat to our country’s security. This is graphically
illustrated by the military aggression unleashed by
Georgia overnight from 7 to 8 August against South
Ossetia.”!

While such statements represent the fantasy world
of the Russian military where threats are always rising
despite the plain evidence of Western demilitarization
and omit to mention that Georgia neither attacked
Russia nor in fact started the war that was a Russian
provocation, his remarks do amply underscore the
importance of deterrence and the permanent sense
of being under threat that drives Russian policy.
Hence the need for deterrence, primarily, though not
exclusively, of the United States at the price of accepting
that Russia, too, is deterred from a nuclear strike on



the United States. In return for accepting that it, too,
is similarly deterred, Russia, however, postulates
as one of the fundamental corollaries of its policy
and strategy that Moscow must retain a capability to
intimidate and destroy Europe with its nuclear and
other missiles. Hence the continuing aforementioned
reliance upon TNW no matter the cost. In other
words, believing a priori that Europe is the site of a
presumptive enemy action against it, Russia demands
as a condition of its security that the rest of Europe
be insecure. Indeed, reports of Russia’s forthcoming
defense doctrine openly state that the United States
and NATO represent the main threats to Russian
security and that Washington will continue to seek
military supremacy and disregard international law
for a generation. Furthermore, unlike the United States,
Russia is engaged in a comprehensive modernization
and renewal of all of its nuclear weapons, clearly in the
belief that it needs to deter America by military means,
and maybe even fight using such weapons. Likewise,
Moscow has consistently said that the deployment of
U.S. missile defenses in Europe and Asia will disrupt
existing balances of strategic forces and undermine
global and regional stability.?? There is also conflicting
evidence as to whether or not Russia intends to tie
completion of a treaty on strategic missiles reduction
with the removal of missile defenses from Central and
Eastern Europe.? In addition, Russia’s leaders openly
contend that one cannot discuss European security
without taking into account the missile defense issue
or the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty.*
Certainly Russian officials see the weaponization of
space, theintegrationof spaceand terrestrial capabilities,
missile defenses, the Reliable Replacement Weapons
(RRW), and the U.S. global strike strategy as a part of a



systematic, comprehensive strategy to threaten Russia.
So in response Moscow must threaten Europe. Indeed,
Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov recently repeated
the now habitual but no less mendacious charge that
missile defenses in Europe, systems that allegedly used
to be regulated by bilateral agreements to maintain
parity, are now being introduced close to Russia’s
borders, thereby rupturing that parity in Europe and
elsewhere.” During his recent trip to Poland, Lavrov
went even further, saying that,

For many decades, the basis for strategic stability and
security in the world was parity between Russia and
the United States in the sphere of strategic offensive
and defensive arms. However, in recent years, the U.S.
Administration chose a course towards upsetting that
parity and gaining a unilateral advantage in the strategic
domain. Essentially it’s not just about global missile
defense. We also note that the U.S. has been reluctant
to stay within the treaties on strategic offensive arms,
and that it is pursuing the Prompt Global Strike concept,
and developing projects to deploy strike weapons in
outer space. This, understandably, will not reinforce the
security of Europe or of Poland itself.?

Lavrov then went on to say that if Poland, under the
circumstances, chose a “special allied relationship”
with Washington, then it would have to bear the
responsibilities and risks involved and that Moscow, in
principle, opposed havingitsrelations with third parties
being a function of Russian-American disputes.”
Thus Russia’s arms control posture also represents
its continuing demand for substantive, if not
quantitative, parity as well as for deterrence with a
perceived adversarial United States in order to prevent
Washington from breaking free of the Russian embrace
and following policies that Russia deems antithetical
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to its interests.®® Moreover, that parity is calculated
not just globally, but in regional balances as well so
that Russia also demands a qualitative or substantive
parity with America at various regional levels, most
prominently Europe. Russia’s demand for restoring
parity at both the global and regional levels entails not
an unreachable numerical parity, but rather a strategic
stability or equilibrium where both sides” forces
remain mutually hostage to each other in a deterrent
relationship and where the United States cannot break
freeto pursueits global or regional interests unilaterally,
or what Moscow calls unilaterally. For example, up
to December 2008, the two sides have failed to reach
agreement on a reduction of strategic weapons because
they cannot even agree as to what constitutes a strategic
weapon. Because the Bush administration wants to get
away from using nuclear weapons and has so stated
in its public rhetoric, and because the United States is
no longer producing any nuclear weapons, it insists
on confining the treaty to strategic (intercontinental
ballistic missiles [ICBMs] or sea-launched ballistic
missiles [SLBMs]) offensive nuclear weapons that are
actually deployed while retaining the possibility of
several hundred or thousand so-called “operational
reserve” weapons that are not physically deployed
and may eventually be dismantled. This would allow
the United States to conduct its strategy of having a
prompt global (conventional) strike capability and to
mount conventional ballistic or cruise missiles on board
launchers, including submarines, hitherto reserved
for nuclear launches. For Russia, such conventional
missiles with a global range are inherently strategic
weapons, and they want both those missiles (which,
after all, represent an innovation in U.S. strategy), as
well as the reserve nuclear weapons, counted in any
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strategic weapons treaty and thereby banned. Until
this issue is resolved, no treaty is likely to come out of
the current negotiating process.” And Moscow’s stance
openly reflects its commitment to its understanding of
strategic stability under contemporary conditions, i.e.,
no innovations for the United States even as it works
on many of these selfsame projects.

Moreover, as Lavrov’s remarks imply, Russia
demands a free hand vis-a-vis European states so that
it can maximize the leverage it can bring to bear upon
its relationships with them. This leverage very clearly
includes the nuclear leverage it gains by being able to
intimidate them with either conventional or nuclear
missiles. Russia wants to relate to key countries and
regions irrespective of its relations with America so that
it can have this free hand in regard to them and thus
resents the presence of American power in Europe,
Asia, etc. Indeed, not only does it wish to shackle U.S.
power to the mutual hostage relationship of mutual
deterrence and thus mutually agreed destruction
(MAD), it also clearly believes, as Lavrov’s and dozens
of other threats to Poland and other states show, that
its security remains contingent upon its ability to
intimidate Europe with nuclear weapons and threats.

The perpetuation of the Cold War’s mutual hostage
relationshipis, of course, exactly what the United States,
at least under the George W. Bush administration, has
striven mightily to leave behind. Indeed, the Russian
views outlined below confirm Ambassador Linton
Brooks’ assertion that “arms control is for adversaries,”
and typifies the Bush administration’s approach to
arms control.*® Russian analysts and officials believe
in deterrence and the accompanying mutual hostage
condition of both sides’ nuclear forces as the only way
to stop what they see as America’s constant efforts to
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find ways in which nuclear weapons can be used for
warfighting or to be free to use military force across the
globe without being deterred by anyone. Russia also
seeks thereby to ensure that it possesses a substantive
measure of control over any and all escalation processes.
Therefore any advance —low-yield nuclear weapons,
weaponization of space, the RRW, missile defenses,
use of Trident conventional missiles on a nuclear
launcher, etc. —that could give Washington ideas of
having a real chance to use such weapons or to have a
real first-strike capability that can sufficiently degrade
Russia’s nuclear capabilities to the point of inhibiting
a retaliatory strike as called for by deterrence theory
must be stopped in its tracks.” And this is true even
though Moscow, as we shall see below, is working on
almost all of these issues itself. In addition, therefore,
the primary mission or top military priority of the
government is maintenance of its nuclear forces and
is a condition of fighting ability and readiness, i.e.,
deterrence.*

However, U.S. current weapon plans, the
development of missile defenses, reluctance to
negotiate verification protocols for a START treaty,
NATO enlargement, and weapons in space, all suggest
to Russia that there is “a growing gap between the
military capabilities of the two countries. This gap
challenges the condition of strategic parity that Russia
still believes to be the underlying principle of its
relationship with the United States.”* This enduring
adversarial condition reflects a mutual failure on the
part of both Washington and Moscow. The extent of this
failure can be summarized in the following points:

* Even before Georgia, there were no genuine

arms control negotiations between Russia and
the United States, only “consultations,” mostly
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on antiballistic missile (ABM) problems without
real prospects for success;

The ABM treaty does not work any more, which
means that in this field there is no kind of legal
limitation on any sort of ABM activities;

The CFE treaty practically does not work;
Russia suspended its participation in this treaty
for an indefinite period of time. Moreover, after
Georgia, it probably is dead;

The START-1 Treaty will expire in December
2009, and the parties must give notice of
an intention to renew by December 5, 2008,
something that is quite unlikely in the present
atmosphere;

The START-2 Treaty did not enter into legal
force;

The Strategic Offensive Treaty Reductions
(SORT) Treaty (The Moscow Treaty of 2002) still
works, but this agreement does not provide for
any kind of verification and control measures.
And when the START treaty expires, there will
be no mechanism at all for mutual verification
and confidence;

With regard to the Intermediate Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty, the question of a possible
withdrawal of Russia as a response to the
U.S. ABM deployment in Europe is raised at
different levels of the Russian government as a
matter of course. Given the crisis growing out of
Georgia, it too could become a treaty that Russia
abandons.

The NPT regime is widely believed to be in
danger of falling apart;

The 1972 Convention on the Prohibition of
Biological and Toxin Weapons still does not
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have a verification system because the U.S.
Government will not sign the verification
protocol, believing it to be ineffective in
preventing violations (the Soviet Union violated
this accord on a grand scale);

The 1997 Protocol on the Prohibition of Chemical
Weapons will not be implemented according to
its schedule by the United States and Russia for
financial reasons.*

And presently the official position of all the declared
nuclear states except North Korea may be systematized,
as Alexei Arbatov has done, in the following manner.

All of them envision the use of nuclear weapons
in response to a nuclear attack;

All, except China, plan for first use of nuclear
weapons in response to an attack with chemical
or biological weapons;

All, except China and India, imply the first
use of nuclear weapons in response to an
overwhelming attack with conventional forces
against oneself or one’s allies;

All, except China and India, may initiate the use
of nuclear weapons to preempt or prevent an
attack with missiles or other delivery systems of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD),

The United States envisions the use of nuclear
weapons in various other contingencies if
necessary;

Russia may decide to selectively initiate the
use of nuclear weapons to “deescalate an
aggression” or to “demonstrate resolve,” as
well as to respond to a conventional attack
on its nuclear forces, command, control,
communications, and intelligence (C3I) forces
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(including satellites), atomic power plants, and
other nuclear targets.®

In this context of lack of progress on arms
control, Moscow also charges that Washington will
not negotiate with it seriously because Washington
opposes any restrictions “on weapons delivery
hardware and nuclear warhead storage,” i.e., the
ability to keep weapons in reserve, and will only limit
actual deployments. Russia wants to subject the total
volume and quantity of nuclear arms on both sides
to reduction. Equally disconcerting to Moscow is the
fact that Washington will not follow former President
Putin’s logic and jointly discuss threats with it (a
procedure that would, or so Moscow hopes, give it a
restraining hand on U.S. force developments).*® At the
same time other U.S. writers charge that Russia and
China are busily modernizing their nuclear weapons
and infrastructure while America is essentially sitting
on its decaying nuclear bayonets and refraining from
such modernization. They therefore project that if
this posture continues into the future, America will
be weaker in strategic power than Russia, a condition
that will shred our alliances and extended deterrence,
giving other states freer reign abroad to threaten
American interests.’” Obviously this situation would
constitute a recipe for future political struggle that
could easily tip over in any one of the many contested
zones of world politics into actual armed conflict, an
inherently unstable condition where forces exist to
deter each other based on a mutual presupposition of
future conflict.® Thus, beyond the impasse, we confront
the real possibility of a renewed nuclear arms race.
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UNDERSTANDING THE CURRENT IMPASSE
Russia.

In Russia’s case we can attribute the current
impasse to persisting Soviet mentalities, structure of
government, and policies carried over to the present.
Indeed, this author has argued that, from Moscow’s
side, this adversarial posture derives inherently from
the autocratic, regressive, and neo-Tsarist structure of
its government.* But that factor is then reinforced by
its perception of American policies. As Moscow grows
more autocratic at home, aggressive in its policies,
and more truculent in its rhetoric, it is increasingly
dominated by a threat perception based on its inability
to imagine a world without the presupposition of
conflict and threat and the frank admission of its
adversarial relationship with Washington even as it
offers strategic partnership, as in its new foreign policy
concept.®

Moscow thus discerns or claims to discern dawning
threats from U.S. and/or NATO military power even
though in actual fact today it has the most benign threat
environment in its history. For example, Lieutenant
General V. A. Gusachenko wrote in the General Staff’s
Journal, Voyennaya Mysl” (Military Thought), that
Russia faces real threats to its security “in practically
all spheres of its vital activities.”* He is not alone in
arguing this way. Solovtsov recently said that,

Some potential threats to the defense and security of the
Russian Federation, including large-scale ones, remain,
and in some sectors, are intensifying. Moreover, the
possibility cannot be ruled out that major armed conflicts
could arise near Russia’s borders which will affect its
security interests, or that there could be a direct military
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threat to our country’s security. This is graphically
illustrated by the military aggression unleashed by
Georgia overnight from 7 to 8 August against South
Ossetia.*?

Itis notable that Solovtsov, who in this is representative
of both the political and military elite, omits the fact
that on August 7-8, 2008, and even now, South Ossetia
was recognized by everyone, including Russia, as
Georgian territory. Hence there was never any threat
to Russia from Georgia. Apart from confirming
Russian threat perceptions and Moscow’s propensity
to manufacture wholly fabricated threats, he thus
also suggests the enduring imperial drive in Russian
thinking that contributes so much to its presupposition
of being in a state of ongoing conflict with its neighbors.
Nevertheless, Solovtsov, not surprisingly, also argues
that new military uses for nuclear weapons are coming
into being. Thus,

Theradical changes thathave occurred since theend of the
Cold War in international relations and the considerable
reduction of the threat that a large-scale war, even more
so anuclear one, could be unleashed, have contributed to
the fact that in the system of views on the role of nuclear
arms both in Russia and the U.S,, a political rather 